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Adams; Prof. M. Stelcner; Prof. G.D. Xistris 


Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:15 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KORNBLATT, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CURNEW, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 
JANUARY 30 AND FEBRUARY 20, 1981, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Concerning the University's financial position for next year, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the grants that have been announced, in all but the most final of 
formal forms, differ markedly in approach this year from that of previous 
years. In previous years, while the grants have often been inadequate in 
various ways, largely because of the application of rather arbitrary cuts on 
the whole system, the basic calculation of the grants, particularly with 
respect to salaries, followed the going rates in the public sector. That 
approach has been broken for this particular year and, in consequence, the 
results fall a good deal short of the figures that have been circulating and 
indeed acted upon in other parts of the public system. Likewise, for the first 
time, all of the Universities are facing a serious financial crisis and all, in 
their own particular ways appropriate to their own particular circumstances, 
have set about making major cuts in their expenditures for the next year. 


Concordia's particular version of that approach has been a decision by the 
Board of Governors that the existing level of expenditures be reduced by 
three million dollars. In order to decide how to make that reduction, a 
committee has been struck to examine various parts of the University's 
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budget and to make a report as soon as it reasonably can. The Committee 
was struck a little over a month ago and has been at work since that time but 
has not yet reported. Dr. O'Brien explained that it is the nature of this kind 
of exercise that the Committee really has to go over the entire picture and 
then, balancing one thing against another, make its report. At the same time, 
the work was continuing, but one could not really expect very much by way 
of interim reports from the Committee or indications as to which way the 
winds may be blowing. This is, either you have the entire report or you 
have very little. 


Dr. O'Brien also noted that the Quebec elections had taken place since the 
last Senate meeting and it has been confirmed that the previous Minister of 
Education would continue to remain in charge of that portfolio. Hence, with 
respect to governmental approach to education, there was no reason to 160k 
for any particular change in the circumstances as we have known them. 
Insofar as he was aware, revising the grants to the Universities upwards, 
did not figure very highly as an issue during the election campaign and there 
was no indication that the Government has either the wish or the money to 
make any change in the grants that have been announced. 


He further stated that ultimately this was probably going to lead to a 
problem, perhaps of crisis proportions, in the university system and it may 
well be a situation to which the Government would ultimately have to react. 
However, if that was so, the reaction was more likely to come in next year's 
set of decisions rather than in the form of a revision to this year's decisions; 
in these matters the Government's machinery moves exceedingly slow and 
by the time the Government formally notices that there is a crisis and gets 
around to studying it, half of the year will have gone by and we will be into 
the finances for the subsequent year. 


Question Period 


In response to a question as to what form a crisis might take, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the most immediate form was likely to be simply very large 
deficits in the system as a whole, with no ver3r obvious way in which these 
deficits would be covered. There were indications that some of the Quebec 
Universities might be able to absorb deficits for one year from accumulated 
surpluses or endowment funds, but within two years these sources would 
be exhausted and the deficits would then have to be carried by bank loans 
for as long as the banks might see fit to lend money to the Universities. 
Although there was not likely to be a smashing visible crisis within a matter 
of months, within the next year or so, either the Universities will succeed in 
reducing their expenditures substantially, or the Government will decide to 
pump more money into the system, or the banks will stop lending money 
and at that point there would be a financial crisis. Dr. O'Brien felt however, 
that we were really many months away from the point at which the above 
scenario would play itself out. 


In the shorter run, what was likely to happen was that all of the Universities 
would be decreasing their expenditures by whatever means may be open to 
them. This will mean various reductions in either the quality or the quantity 
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of university education. One University has already made a formal 
announcement to the effect that it will be forced to admit many fewer 
students than would otherwise have been admitted and other universities, 
perhaps not to the same degree but in particular programmes, would 
probably be doing the same thing. Insofar as quality of education was 
concerned, while it was somewhat difficult to pin down, to some extent no 
doubt one could reduce expenditures without reducing quality, but there 
were limits beyond which the quality of operations would inevitably have to 
be cut. Whether that kind of reduction in accessibility and quality of 
education represented a crisis, would depend upon the values and point of 
view of whomever may be assessing it in a particular moment. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that Mr. Graham Martin, 
Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, was planning to provide Senate 
with an update on the status of the Student Data System at the regular May 
meeting. 


It was wondered whether the University was planning to hold any open 
discussions on the work or recommendations of the Task Force concerning 
the question of cut-backs, either at Senate or the Faculty Councils? If so, 
how and when, and if not, why not? 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the question was difficult to answer in detail, 
because until one sees what the report is and the nature of the kind of things 
being proposed, it would be difficult to visualize how and where it might be 
discussed. He explained that the report would be submitted to him, be 
examined and then, along with whatever comments that might occur at that 
stage, forwarded either to the Finance Committee of the Board or directly to 
the Board of Governors for consideration and decision. While he could 
imagine the report being made available for discussion in various places in 
the University, he was not sure given past experience how feasible it would 
be to attempt to have a Senate meeting in June or July to discuss the report. 


In response to a suggestion that the Task Force be requested to make a 
presentation at the May meeting of Senate, if only to review its methods of 
consultation, Dr. O'Brien stated that he would be very reluctant to having 
the Task Force make any kind of a public statement until such time as the 
whole package was made available, which he doubted would be the case by 
the time of the May meeting. At the same time, he would have no objection 
to having a Senate meeting in mid June but the precise timing and the 
precise nature of presenting the matter would have to await upon seeing 
what material we would actually have to deal with. 


With respect to a proposed motion that a Senate meeting be convened 
immediately the report from the Task Force has been handed down, 
presumably in mid June, Dr. O'Brien advised that technically speaking such 
a motion would not be in order at this time because motions were not 
accepted during Question Period. However, he would be quite prepared to 
accept the motion under Agenda Item XII which deals with the next 
meetings of Senate. He suggested that in the meantime it might be useful at 
this point to have some reaction from Senators to what was being proposed. 


In answer to a question, it was explained that Senate was being suggested 
as the forum for discussion of the report from the Task Force because from 
the point of view of the students, Senate was the most centralized 
representative body in the University community and also because Senate 
meetings were public meetings and therefore any discussion on the report at 
a Senate meeting would in a sense be a public discussion. 


The advisability of a June Senate meeting was questioned, it being felt that, 
from the point of view of the content, it was too important a matter to be 
discussed at a time when most people would be away. Also, from the point 
of view of the real impact on the community of Montreal, of any decisions 
that might be taken, it was stated that one was not sure how much interest 
people would have insofar as reading or following the media at that time of 
the year. It was further wondered what effect there might be on the decision 
making by having a meeting earlier rather than later, the feeling being 
expressed that one would tend to favour a Senate meeting early in 
September as opposed to June or July. 


It was stated that if the meeting was not held until September, one would be 
concerned that at the point in time the cut-backs would be a fait accompli. At 
the same time, one did not expect that Senate would be able to go through 
the report piece by piece and make amendments, but if nothing else, by 
having a presentation in June, we would at least find out what the general 
principles were and perhaps be able to provide some general suggestions or 
guidance for changing the priorities or criteria for assessing cutbacks. Also, 
having. a discussion in June would provide an opportunity during the 
summer months for planning and properly assessing what the real impact 
was going to be in September, as opposed to having to react to something 
that already was. 


It was stated that the timing of such a meeting was very important. While 
everyone realizes that we have to do something to react to the situation at 
hand, it must also be realized that it must be done. in such a way that the 
academic quality of this Institution is maintained in the highest possible 
degree. There was a fear, at least at the departmental level, that cutbacks 
which are decided by a committee, whatever its wisdom, may overlook very 
fundamental factors which will affect the academic quality of a programme. 
It was argued that consideration of the cutbacks or measures, in an academic 
body such as Senate, at the end of May or early June, would go a long way 
towards creating the kind of interaction that will be needed with the 
departments. The suggested timing would also give the departments a 
chance over the summer months, or perhaps leave the door open to them, to 
suggest alternative solutions or other creative approaches to cutbacks in their 
own areas. -It was further stated that if we were indeed going to cut back to 
the extent that has been proposed by the Board of Governors, it would 
introduce very significant changes in the life of this University, changes 
which would inevitably be reflected in the shape of the academic 
programme. Consequently, it was absolutely necessary that these be 
debated and discussed, that a certain amount of flexibility be shown, and 
that an attempt be made to gain the cooperation of the University community 


81-3-11 


81-3-12 


rather than to impose or appear to impose something on the community 
simply because of timing constraints. 


There were no further comments and Dr. O'Brien advised again that when 
we reached Agenda item XII, he would accept a motion proposing a special 
meeting of Senate in mid June. 


Nursing was withdrawn by the University after having become aware of an 
unfavourable quality approach and rumors of a very unfavourable attitude 
on the part of the Ministry of Social Affairs; the B.F.A., Specialization in 
Photography was turned down, not because of quality but rather because 
the evaluating group from the Conseil was unhappy about the distinction 
between photography at the university level and photography at the 
C.E.G.E.P. level, and also about employment possibilities for graduates; 
the M.A. in Media Studies received a very favourable quality appraisal and a 
favourable reaction from the evaluation group, but the Conseil, while it 
passed the proposal, was not prepared to recommend it for funding; the 
Ph.D. in Educational Technology received an excellent review both in terms 
of quality and "opportunity" and has been recommended to the Minister of 
Education for funding. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY DEAN SIMON, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION COMMITTEE AND THE SENATE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-81-3-D4), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Graduate Programme Proposal 


Dean French, in presenting the proposed M.Sc. programme in Exercise 
Science, (document US-81-3-Dl), reviewed the vetting processes for 
proposed new Graduate programmes. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
TADDEO, THAT THE M.Sc. PROGRAMME IN EXERCISE SCIENCE, 
(DOCUMENT US-81-3-Dl), BE APPROVED IN THE CONTEXT OF 
THE REPORTS FROM U.C.C.C. AND THE PRIORITIES AND 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENTS US-81-3-D2 
AND US-81-3-D3), AND FORWARDED IN 1981 TO THE COMITE 
CONJOINT DES PROGRAMMES. 


With respect to-the Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee, (document -US-81-3-D3), Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
Committee was recommending that the programme be approved. However, 
he drew Senate's attention to item 4, where it was pointed out that the 
programme could not be mounted with the existing staff in the department 
and that funding was being requested for additional positions. Also, under 
item 6, account was taken of the Committee's discussion on whether, in the 


present state of University finances, it makes any sense to be proceding 
with curriculum proposals that require additional resources. The 
Committee's answer is yes in this particular case, because the channels for 
funding new programmes were independent of the general channels for 
funding the University. 


In response to a question as to where in the programme students would 

attain the training necessary to enable them to become involved in working 
with physically, emotionally and mentally impaired, and geriatric. patients, 
Senate was advised that that would really fall under the neurological aspect 
which would be covered in many of the courses offered in the programme. 


In answer to a question concerning the expansion of laboratory and other 
specialized facilities as a result of a significant increase in enrolment, (item 
5, document US-81-3-D3), Dean Cohen stated that he did not think that 
supplementary facilities could be found in the Drummond Science Building 
and it was his perception that if additional facilities could not be found, 
increased enrolments would not be accepted. At the same time, he suggested 
that the olympic site would be one possibility for expanding facilities. 


In response to a suggestion that perhaps the likelihood of newer 
programmes receiving Provincial acceptance might be increased by phasing 
out weaker programmes, Dr. O'Brien stated that that was a difficult thing to 
assess. Up to this point there was no real indication that it would make any 
difference, either positive or negative, to the decision process in Quebec if 
we were to phase out weak programmes. However, he expressed the 
feeling that that was a question that was increasingly going to be put to the 
universities generally. He also suspected that it was among the many 
concepts of the present Minister of Education, who has shown a strong 
tendency to actually push for answers to questions that interest him. 
Consequently, it may turn out to be something that the University should 
seriously consider. 


It was noted that very often a new programme proposal was accompanied 
by a statement that it would bring new students into the University. While in 
many instances, including the proposal now before Senate, this was 
probably the case, it was suggested that nonetheless in other areas it might 
well be that the only way that one could introduce a new programme was by 
phasing out an existing programme. It was argued that the theory that a 
particular programme will bring in new students must always be 
accompanied by another question which was, "new students from where?" 
While it was fine if a programme was going to bring in students who might 
otherwise attend another institution, if the "new" students were going to 
come from another Faculty or Department within Concordia, we would be 
no further ahead. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 


81-3-13 


Resolutions from the Faculty of Fine Arts 


Dr. Daniel, Vice-Rector, Academic, conveyed sincere apologies from Dean 
Emery who was unable to attend the Senate meeting. He presented and 
briefly outlined the background of the resolutions from the Fine Arts 
Faculty Council concerning the Restructuring of the Faculty and the Revised 
Composition of the Faculty Council, (document US-81-3-D5). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, 
THAT THE RESOLUTIONS FROM THE FINE ARTS FACULTY 
COUNCIL CONCERNING THE RESTRUCTURING OF THE 
FACULTY AND THE REVISED COMPOSITION OF THE FINE ARTS 
FACULTY COUNCIL (DOCUMENT US-81-3-D5), BE APPROVED 
AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS 
APPROVAL. 


In response to a question, Senate was advised that included in the proposal 
to restructure the Faculty, was a request for an extra ten thousand dollars 
per year for part-time secretarial help. However it was explained that the 
intent was that this money would be found within the Faculty by 
economizing in other areas, which would have been done in any case under 
the present circumstances. 


With respect to the Revised Composition of the Fine Arts Faculty Council, 
concern was voiced over the two year term for student members which, it 
was stated, effectively meant that students in their final year of studies 
would not be eligible to sit on Council. 


It was suggested that the concern mentioned above should really be 
addressed to the student members of Council, who presumably supported 
the two year term. It was further stated that it was probably an attempt to 
help students to envisage making a serious commitment and carrying it 
through for a certain term of office, so that they become familiar with their 
role. However, it was emphasized that this was only a guess. 


In response to a question concerning student representative vacancies which 
might occur, Dr. O'Brien advised that in general the practice has been that if 
a term becomes vacant, it would be filled for the remainder of the term, 
rather than beginning a new term. 


Concern was voiced over the possibility of a situation arising whereby it 
might prove impossible to find enough Ist and 2nd year students to fill all of 
the positions on Council and it was wondered whether, in such a situation, 
any University policy would be contravened by appointing students who 
were in their graduating year, knowing at the same time that they would be 
able to serve only for half of the two year term. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien stated that it was his opinion that the 
students could appoint their representatives in whatever manner they saw fit 
and the University could only presume that the students were assuming that 
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their representatives were going to fail their year and be around for another 
year. 


In answer to a question on the ratio of appointed and elected membership of 
the revised Council, it was stated that the proposed composition represented 
the views of the Fine Arts Faculty Council, which considered the matter, 
decided that it provided for satisfactory representation, that it was organized 
in such a way as to be operationally efficient, and approved it. Concerning a 
suggestion that the proposed Revised Composition of the Fine Arts Faculty 
Council should include representation from the Faculty of Arts and Science, 
it was stated that one would question that arrangement as being the best or 
most effective way of keeping in contact with what was going on in a given 
Faculty. It was further suggested that rather than getting into a discussion at 
this point on the general idea that every Faculty. should be represented on 
every other Faculty Council, it would be better for the Faculties of Fine Arts 
and Arts and Science to get together at a later stage and Jointly submit a 
proposal for cross-Faculty representation to each of their Faculty Councils. 


It was argued that the people in the Faculty of Fine Arts were best able to 
judge the appropriateness of the proposed Composition of the Council and 
if they were happy with the structure, one would doubt that much would be 
accomplished by prolonging approval of the recommendation. It was also 
stated that even if Senate approved the proposed Council structure, there 
was nothing to prevent the Faculty at a later stage from inviting 
representation from another Faculty,. by way of amendment to the 
membership of Council. In addition, the feeling was expressed that it would 
be better for such an invitation to come from the Faculty of Fine Arts itself 
rather than having it imposed upon it by Senate. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


In response to a question concerning the length of term for student members 
on Council, which had been raised earlier during the discussion, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that the Student Eligibility Regulations, which were 
approved by Senate in 1977, state that the term of office for student 
members shall be from September | to August 31". However, he advised 
that his interpretation of the regulation was that it was really intended to 
determine the beginning and end of a term, rather than how long the term 
should be. 


Graduation Awards 


Dean Simon presented and explained the resolutions from the Commerce 
and Administration Faculty Council, concerning the CCMS Medal and the 
Administration Medal, (document US-81-3-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SIMON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING THE CCMS 
MEDAL AND THE ADMINISTRATION MEDAL, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-3-D6), BE APPROVED. 
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Mid-Term Break 


Dr. O'Brien noted that a brief history of this issue was provided in 
document US-81-3-D8, for the benefit of those Senators who might have 
forgotten the lengthy debates at earlier meetings. He advised that at this 
point we have approved a mid-term break for 1981/82 and the Faculty 
Councils were to report their reaction to a mid-term break on a continuing 
basis. In general the reactions from the various Faculty Councils, were to 
extend the trial period from one year to two years and then to consider the 
matter further. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED-BY PROF. PETRIE, 
THAT THERE BE A MID-TERM BREAK FOR 1982/83 AND THAT 
THE QUESTION OF A MID-TERM BREAK ON A PERMANENT 
BASIS BE CONSIDERED AT A LATER TIME. 


It was wondered whether the University, during the mid-term break, would 
function in the normal fashion, except for classes not being held. That is, 
would technical and secretarial staff be working and would the Library be 
open during normal hours? 


Dr. O'Brien advised that a question that has come up was whether or not 
there should be a day where there should be a general closing of the 
University and that might conceivably happen. However, the general 
response to the question that was just asked, was that the University itself 
would remain open and the mid-term break was simply a part of the 
scheduling of classes and classes would not be scheduled during that week. 


It was stated that the informal and formal discussions which the students 
have held on the question, indicated that there was a very high degree of 
agreement among the students to the whole concept of a mid-term break. 
The only debatable issue was where the break should be spaced and 
whether it should only be in one semester or in both semesters. Senate was 
also advised that insofar as the question of having a mid-term break on a 
permanent basis was concerned, the students recognize that this was an area 
that would have to be researched and that any realistic permanent 
recommendation would have to be based on reaction to the first year or two, 
of the application of the policy. 


It was stated that undoubtedly when Senate considers the question of the 
mid-term break the next time round, there will be a certain hesitancy to 
approve an extension of the concept because of the calendar dates indicated 
for 1983/84, which, if passed, would result in examinations ending on May 
7. It was suggested that in order to expedite the debate next year, Senate 
should send a directive asking that consideration be given to advancing the 
in person registration date to Monday, January 3, 1984,which would 
conceivably advance the final date of examinations from Monday, May 7, to 
Friday, May 4, 1984. 
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In response to the above, it was pointed out that when January Ist is 
followed by a Sunday, the normal practice was that the holiday would be 
held on a Monday, which would be the situation in 1984. 


However, insofar as the general issue was concerned, the Secretary was 
asked to convey to the Registrar, the suggestion that the calendar dates for 
1983/84 be reconsidered, with a view to changing the final examination date 
from Monday, May 7, to Friday, May 4, 1984. 


It was noted that the intention of the proposal for a mid-term break was that 
it would apply to graduate students as well as students at the undergraduate 
level. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Resolution concerning Membership in Colleges 


Dean Taddeo presented and explained the resolution from the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council regarding membership in Colleges for students 
from other Faculties, (document US-81-3-D9). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ARTS AND SCIENCE 
FACULTY COUNCIL REGARDING MEMBERSHIP IN COLLEGES 
FOR STUDENTS FROM OTHER FACULTIES, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-3-D9), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Next meetings 


The Secretary announced that the next Senate meeting would be held on 
Wednesday, May 27, 1981, at 9:30 a.m. in Room H-769, Hall Building, to 
consider the 1981 Spring Graduation Lists. The regular May meeting would 
be held on Friday, May 29, 1981, at 9:30 a.m. in Room AD-128, Loyola 
Campus. 


Discussion resumed on the question of holding a special Senate meeting in 
June to consider the Report from the Special Budget Committee. 


In response to a question concerning the schedule for release of the Report, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that the schedule was that the Report would be 
completed by June 1, 1981, but he had no way of knowing at this point, 
whether or not the Committee would be able to complete its work by that 
date. Prof. McEvenue stated that while he could not speak on behalf of the 
Committee, in his opinion the work was progressing faster than the 
Committee had forseen. 


A motion was suggested that there be a special meeting of Senate on Friday, 
June 5, 1981, to discuss the Report from the Special Budget Committee, 
with the proviso that the Report is available to Senators by June 1, 1981. 


It was pointed out that if the Committee was to report by June 1, it would be 
physically impossible to have it printed, distributed-and made available to 
Senators by that date. 


It was agreed that the date of the Senate meeting should be changed from 
June 5, 1981 to June 12, 1981. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what was before Senate was that there be. a 
special meeting of Senate on June 12, 1981, to consider the Report of the 
Special Budget Committee. What would be before Senate at that time was 
the Report from the Committee and Senate could, if it so wished, make any 
comments, formally or informally, either to himself or to the Board of 
Governors. 


It was agreed that a suggestion that the motion include a statement to the 
effect that the Steering Committee meet in advance of the Senate meeting in 
order to formulate an appropriate stand on any motions which might arise 
from Senators for the meeting of June 12, be considered as a second 
question which would be dealt with after Senate had decided whether or not 
there should be a special meeting. 


It was argued that the time of the special meeting was something that could 
be decided later and at this point we should have a general motion on the 
question of a special meeting, which could be discussed and voted on. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. REVAY, SECONDED BY PROF. FANCOTT, 
THAT THERE BE A SENATE MEETING, ON OR ABOUT JUNE 12, 
1981, TO CONSIDER THE REPORT OF THE SPECIAL BUDGET 
COMMITTEE. 


It was stated that if someone wanted to have a general meeting which would 
"be open to the entire university community, it would be perfectly all right 
to do so. However, the feeling was expressed that Senate should not be 
used in the manner-being proposed and one would object to Senate 
involvement in something that has been assigned to a committee which 
basically had the tough administrative type of role of seeking to find an 
unhappy answer to an unhappy situation. It was argued that it would not 
benefit anyone to have Senators sit and debate the merits or demerits of 
what has been done. It was further suggested that it was wrong to use 
Senate for purposes of putting pressure on the Budget Committee simply to 
bring a topic to the Senate for debate. 


The feeling was expressed that what was stated above was essentially 
correct. At the same time however, one would not want to go on record as 
being opposed to the initiative of people who were interested in obtaining 
information and debating and discussing an important event. 


In response to a question as to the advantages of a Senate meeting, it was 
argued that one of the Senate mandates allows it to make recommendations 
concerning the implementation of budgetary cut-backs; that Senate was a 
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University-wide body and any criteria that might be developed should be at 
the level of University-wide criteria; and that an informal general meeting 
would allow too much opportunity for vague questions and vague answers 
to be entertained, which approach would hopefully be prevented by the 
seriousness. of a Senate meeting. 


It was stated that one agreed with the idea that insofar as the strictly 
administrative aspects were concerned, they were not really the domain of 
Senate. However, it was further stated that one important aspect that should 
not be forgotten, was that cuts to the tune of three million dollars would 
very definitely have an effect on the academic programmes of the University 
and that many of the recommendations would undoubtedly involve some 
alteration either of the structure or nature of our academic programmes. It 
was argued that it was the responsibility of Senate to oversee the academic 
quality of the programmes of the University and Senate would be shirking 
its responsibility if it did not at least have a review and a debate in order to 
convey its opinions and presumably constructive suggestions to the Special 
Budget Committee. The feeling was also expressed that it would be 
extremely valuable to have the assurance that at least the general nature of 
the recommendations will be considered by Senate, in order to ensure that 
departments in the academic side of the University, have an input. It was 
further pointed out that debate can take place at Senate, whereas in a general 
and open meeting, it was very rare indeed to have anything that could really 
be called debate. Rather what you would have at a general meeting would be 
exchange of information and comments from the floor and while open 
meetings were very useful for conveying information to the University body 
at large, they were not very effective for purposes of sending back any 
forceful resolution or for entering very deeply into the substance of the 
recommendations being made. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:25 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


